An analysis of the centralized authority in the decision making process within the division of physical development, Department of Community and Human Development, city of Atlanta, 1977 by Adeogun, Mukaila O. (Author)
ABSTRACT
PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION
Adeogun, Mukaila Olaiwola B.B.A., Georgia State University
Business Administration and
Insurance
An Analysis of the Centralized Authority in the Decision
Making Process Within the Division of Physical Development,
Department of Community and Human Development, City of
Atlanta
Adviser: Ms. Linda E. Hawkins
Thesis date: December 1977
The problem of a centralized, decision-making authority
which exists within the Division of Physical Development
located in the Department of Community and Human Develop¬
ment, City of Atlanta, is described and analyzed in this
paper. The identification of this problem grew out of an
internship that was served over a six-month period in the
division.
In the Division of Physical Development, the Physical
Development Administrator makes all decisions regarding re¬
development and urban renewal projects without using the
input and expertise of his subordinates. In order to solve
this centralized decision-making process, the writer puts
forth the following recommendations: (1) regular staff
meetings and, (2) decentralization of authority between the
Physical Development Administrator and his staff.
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The focus of this paper is on the decision-making
process within the Division of Physical Development, located
in the Department of Community and Human Development of the
City of Atlanta. The problem is centered around the impact
of a centralized decision-making process on operations within
the Division of Physical Development. More specifically, the
problem revolves around the authority relationship between
the Physical Development Administrator and his staff. The
writer is using staff to refer to the Physical Project
Officer and the Urban Planner II working in the division.
They are particularly important because they serve in
advisory roles to the Physical Development Administrator.
This centralized decision-making process has led to
the problem of a lack of delegation of authority between the
Physical Development Administrator and his staff. The
consequences of this problem have caused low morale among
the staff and subsequently staff production appears to be
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low. In addition, when the administrator is absent from
work or is not available to address certain matters, the
staff appears to lack the initiative and information neces¬
sary to address specific issues.
The identification of this problem grew out of an
internship that was served over a six-month period in the
Division of Physical Development which is located in the
Department of Community and Human Development of the City of
Atlanta. In the writer's view the problem and it's subse¬
quent effect on operations is attributable to the fact that
the Physical Development Administrator did not delegate
sufficient authority to his staff, thus creating a situation
wherein the administrator made most of the decisions.
The participant observation method is the primary
analytical tool employed in the study. With this method,
the writer attempts to describe and analyze the centralized
decision-making process within the Division of Physical
Development. Furthermore, through the use of related
literature on decision-making and authority, proposed rec¬
ommendations for solution of the problem are presented.
CHAPTER II
SETTING
The Division of Physical Development is one of two
divisions in the Bureau of Housing and Physical Development.
The Bureau of Housing and Physical Development is in the
Department of Community and Human Development (see appendix
for organization chart).
The general responsibilities of the Division of
Physical Development are: (1) to administer, implement and
execute community and neighborhood development and the re¬
development programs; (2) to initiate and conduct programs
which will improve aesthetic conditions of the city; (3) to
eliminate unsightly conditions which affect the urban environ¬
ment; and (4) to develop and administer the beautification
1
program.
The Division of Physical Development initiates and
^The Department of Community and Human Development
Purpose, Bureau of Housing and Physical Development State¬
ment (McKinsey and Co., Inc., 1975), Appendix A-Bl.
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executes plans that result in cosmetic changes of neighbor¬
hoods within the City of Atlanta. It also studies and con¬
ducts surveys of particular neighborhoods which may be af¬
fected by one of its programs. These studies range from the
use of economic analysis to the use of Polk data analysis on
population studies. In this way, the Division of Physical
Development works very closely with the Department of Budget
and Planning under the auspices of the neighborhoods plan¬
ning units.
The Division of Physical Development employs eight
people. These eight people are; (1) the Physical Development
Administrator, (2) the Physical Development Officer, (3) the
Urban Planner II, (4) the Clear/Site Improvement Supervisor,
(5) two Drafting Technicians, (6) a Stenographer II, and
(7) the Physical Project Assistant. Since the central
problem in this paper is focusing on the authority relation¬
ship between the Physical Development Administrator, the
Physical Development Officer and the Urban Planner II, the
writer will enumerate on the duties and responsibilities of
these people.
The Physical Development Administrator's basic
duties require him to supervise a staff of professional and
technical personnel engaged in developing approaches to the
5
urban development and redevelopment activities of the city.
This person coordinates relocation assistance to all persons
displaced from their homes as a result of urban renewal. He
also coordinates the completion of projects with the City
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Land Agent and the Bureau of Buildings.
One of his immediate subordinates is the Physical
Project Officer. His duties require him to prepare detailed
project descriptions which include scheduling, location,
costs, and manpower requirements, for the physical upgrading
of streets, sidewalks, parks and other publicly owned prop¬
erties. Additionally, he supervises the execution of pro-
3
jects in accordance with operating plans and the budget.
The Urban Planner II is another subordinate to the
Physical Administrator. His basic duties are to prepare
and supervise the presentation of graphic and written mate¬
rials as well as lay-outs for the Planning Bureau Publications
and other studies. He also prepares applications for sub¬
mission to the appropriate federal programs. For example,
the Urban Planner II had to prepare and submit an application
2
City Hall, Careers in Government Bulleting (Atlanta,
Georgia, 1977) .
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The Department of Community and Human Development,
Management Review (Atlanta, Georgia, 1977), p. 6.
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to the Small Business Administration to acquire funds for
the "University West" project. He also participates in re
search on population, economics, land use forecasting, com
4




ANALYSIS OF THE PROBLEM OF A CENTRALIZED
DECISION-MAKING PROCESS IN THE
PHYSICAL DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
During the six-month period of the writer's intern¬
ship, it was observed that, in an attempt to direct and
coordinate the duties of his staff, the Physical Development
Administrator did not delegate sufficient authority to them
to facilitate their participation in the decision-making
process within the Division of Physical Development. Sub¬
sequently, the staff was not given sufficient authority to
assist the Physical Development Administrator in making
certain decisions which directly affected them in carrying
out their duties and responsibilities, in areas such as the
selection of project consultants.
It was observed that the Physical Development
Administrator was solely responsible for the selection of
project consultants. The Bureau of Housing and Physical
Development has a list of consultants who work for the
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Department of Community and Human Development. These con¬
sultants are usually contracted to develop feasibility
studies to assess the soundness of projects. For instance,
a consultant was contracted to develop a feasibility study
to assess the soundness of the "University West" project.
The University West area is located around Martin Luther
King, Jr. Drive, Atlanta University Center and Simpson
Street. The purposesof this project are; (1) to bring about
a reversal in the decay and the declining conditions that
are now prevalent in the area, (2) to provide a mechanism
by which the land owners, merchants and residents of this
community may participate as an integral part of the devel¬
opment process; (3) to use in a positive manner, the cata¬
lytic effect of the Atlanta transit system; and (4) to set
forth the vehicle by which the communities' long-range
goals can be met.
On some occasions, consultants may be hired to
provide technical assistance to the Physical Development
Division. When a decision has been made to contract work
out to a prospective consultant, the Physical Development
Administrator will first choose five consultants from the
list of consultants who may bid on an urban development or
redevelopment project, which the Physical Development
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Division had been authorized to undertake. After each of the
five consultants have bidden for the project, the Physical
Development Administrator will then choose one to undertake
the project. The reader should bear in mind, that it is
within the purview of the Physical Development Administra¬
tor's role to make that decision. However, observation has
led the writer to believe that the Urban Planner II felt
that he ought to have assisted the Physical Development
Administrator in the selection of project consultants.
On one occasion, it was observed by the writer that
the Urban Planner II had taken issue with the Physical Devel¬
opment Administrator over the selection of a project consultant.
The Planner identified how the selected consultant submitted
a proposal which did not comply completely with the guide¬
lines set forth by HUD regarding the construction of the
"Bedford-Pine Project." The reader must bear in mind that
the Planner is responsible for the preparation of applica¬
tions to HUD and other federal agencies which assist the
city in areas of physical development. It appeared that the
Planner was upset because, inspite of the fact that there
was a discrepancy between the proposal and the HUD's guide¬
lines, the proposal was approved and the consultant was
given the authority to begin the project. It has been
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observed by the writer that the planner suggested that if he
had been given the authority to assist the Physical Develop¬
ment Administrator in the selection of a consultant for that
particular project, perhaps the problem would not have
occurred.
It was also observed by the writer that the Physical
Development Administrator would solely select proposed pro¬
jects to be sent to the City Council for approval. After
the approved projects were sent back to the division, the
Physical Development Administrator sent the specifications
of the project and the outlined policies to the Physical
Project Officer. It must be noted that the Physical Project
Officer is responsible for supervising the execution of
projects in accordance with operating plans and the budget.
Again, it must be pointed out that it is within the purview
of the Physical Development Administrator to make this
decision. However, it was also observed that the Physical
Project Officer contended that he should have had an active
role in deciding the selection of such projects since the
nature of the decisions affected his responsibility.
The writer observed that the lack of delegation of
authority has caused low morale in the Division of Physical
Development. Both the Urban Planner II and the Physical
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Project Officer expressed their disappointment and apathy
over their role in the decision-making process within the
division. Warren G. Dennis stated that if "individuals
participate directly in the decisions that are relevant to
their work, they will develop a higher state of morale and
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implement those decisions more effectively." It is the
opinion of the writer that this problem has resulted in low
morale among staff. If the morale within the division is
improved, according to Warren G. Dennis, presumably the
subordinates will meet the planning guidelines and implement
other work-related matters on time.
Observation has also led the writer to believe that
the centralized decision-making process within the Physical
Development Division has adversely affected productivity
within the work environment. For instance, it has been
observed that when the Physical Development Administrator
was either absent from work, or was not available to address
urgent matters, his staff appeared to have neither the
initiative nor information to take over the duties of the
Administrator. It is the opinion of the writer that, if the
decision-making process was decentralized (wherein the
5
Warren G. Dennis, Changing Organization (New York:
McGraw-Hill Dook Co., 1966), p. 136.
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Physical Development Administrator had delegated more
authority to his staff to make or assist in making certain
decisions), perhaps the staff would have been able to handle
some of the responsibilities of the Administrator (in his
absence) and make on the spot decisions regarding certain
matters. However, as it stands, his staff does not have the
kind of authority to act on certain matters. Thus, the
work-flow in the division is thwarted when the Physical
Development Administrator is absent.
CHAPTER IV
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS
The problem of a centralized decision-making process
which exists within the Division of Physical Development
needs to be corrected. In order to correct this problem, it
would neither be fitting nor appropriate to recommend solu¬
tions to this problem without giving credence to the prin¬
ciple of organization authority. Koontz and O'Donnel state
that "organization authority is merely the degree of discre¬
tion conferred on people to make it possible for them to use
6
their j udgment."
In the analysis of the problem, the writer attempted
to point out that the staff of the Division of Physical
Development was not given sufficient authority to participate
in making decisions regarding matters related to their duties
and responsibilities. The reader must be mindful of the
^Harold Koontz and Cyril O'Donnel, Management; A
System and Contigency Analysis of Managerial Functions
(McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1976), p. 374.
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fact that the staff is the managerial component of the
division. Alvin Brown states that "the primary purpose of
delegation is to make organization possible." He further
states that, "no one person in an enterprise can do all the
tasks necessary for accomplishment of group purpose, it is
impossible for one person to exercise all the authority for
. . 7
making decisions."
Again, in the analysis of the problem, the writer
observed that, in the absence of the administrator, the work
flow in the Division of Physical Development was stalled be¬
cause the staff was not able to carry out certain functions
or make on-the-spot decisions. It is the opinion of the
writer that, if the administrator had delegated sufficient
authority to his staff the above problem could have been
obviated.
The delegation of authority is the vesting of
decision-making discretion in a subordinate as outlined above.
This leads to the "principle of management by results ex¬
pected." Edward C. Scheldh outlined this principle in his
book. Management By Results. He states that authority
delegated to an individual manager should be adequate to
7
Alvin Brown, Organization of Industry (Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1947), p. 35.
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accomplish results expected. He further stresses that dele¬
gation by results expected implies that goals have been set
and plans made. These goals and plans are communicated and
understood, and that jobs have been set up to fit in with
them. It also demonstrates that planning is a prerequisite
to all of the tasks of management and that managerial func-
8
tions are formed into a single activity.
Another principle of delegation of authority is the
one outlined by Henri Fayol, as "scalar principle." He
states that "the more clear the line of authority from the
top management in an enterprise to every subordinate position,
the more effective will be the responsible decision-making in
9
the organization."
The two principles described above will aid the
reader in the analysis of centralization of authority.
Centralized authority is described by Koontz and O'Donnel as
the tendency to restrict delegation of decision making within
an organization, usually by holding it at, or near the top of,
the organization structure. However, Koontz and O'Donnel
O
Edward C. Schelch, Management By Results (New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1961), p. 7.
9
Henri Fayol, General and Industrial Administration
(New York: Putnam Publishing Co., 1949), p. 14.
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define decentralization of authority as the tendency to dis¬
perse decision making authority in an organization.^®
Centralized authority dominates the decision-making
process in the Division of Physical Development. The main
reason for this may be attributed to the classical decision
theory which is the traditional management approach from
which all organizations evolve.
The writer observed that in the Division of Physical
Development, the ultimate authority is control at the top
by small number of individuals. This clearly shows that the
division operates under a centralized decision making process.
The classical theory of a centralized authority is when ad¬
ministrative authority is in the hands of relatively few
officials within the organization. The nature of authority
within any organization will influence the decision-making
process. For example, a centralized decision-making process
depends not only on the degree of centralization of authority
in the hierarchy, but also on other conditions such as, the
delegation of authority by superiors to subordinates.^^
Chester Barnard, the author of The Functions of the
^®Koontz and O'Donnel, p. 390.
^^Peter Blau, On the Nature of Organizations (New
York; John Wiley and Sons, 1974), p. 228.
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Executive criticized the existing classical decision theory
because it was too descriptive and superficial. He was
especially dissatisfied with the classical view that author¬
ity came from the top down. He maintained that authority
12
came from the bottom up.
The writer recommends that information should flow
both upwards and downwards within the organization. If
management adopts this recommendation, presumably the Divi¬
sion of Physical Development will be able to communicate
with each member of the organization effectively.
Communication is observed by the writer to be one of
the basic problems of the Division of Physical Development
during the period of his internship. The writer recommends,
in view of this, that regularly scheduled meetings be insti¬
tuted to get input and feedback information from the staff.
Hopefully, these meetings will allow the Physical Develop¬
ment Administrator and his staff to discuss policy questions
and issues with respect to their duties and responsibilities.
Presumably this recommendation can be used to correct the
problem of a centralized, decision-making authority that
exists in the Division of Physical Development. Chester
12
Chester I. Barnard, The Functions of the Executive
(Cambridge, Mass.; Harvard University Press, 1968), p. 8.
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Barnard alludes to the purpose of communication when he
contends that "the existence of a cooperative system was
contingent upon human participants' ability to communicate
and willingness to serve and strive toward a common
„13
purpose.
A second and final recommendation is to delegate
more authority to the staff within the Division of Physical
Development. It is the view of the writer that, when
authority is properly delegated within an organization, pro¬
ductivity is enhanced and employees will be more responsible
in carrying out their assignments. Warren G. Bennis states
that "as individuals participate directly in the decisions
that are relevant to their work and life, they develop a
higher state of morale and implement the decisions more
effectively."^"^
Observation had led the writer to believe that,
decentralization of authority will help the Division of
Physical Development Staff to perform more efficiently.





Warren G. Bennis, p. 136.
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1. Decentralization spreads the management load
and reduces red tape. If management at lower
levels can make on-the-spot decisions, less
time is lost in getting approvals up the line.
2. Managers who can make decisions have the ability
to cope with changing conditions and adjust for
unexpected circumstances.
3. It is very challenging and motivating for
managers to make decisions regarding problems
and solutions in their own departments.
4. The best training for management development
is to encourage managers at lower levels to run
their own departments.^^
In summary, the writer identified and analyzed the
problem of a centralized decision-making process within the
Division of Physical Development. This problem has led to
organizational problems of a lack of delegation of authority,
low employee morale and low productivity among staff. The
writer puts forth the following recommendations: (1) regular
staff meetings, and (2) decentralization of authority between
the Physical Development Administrator and his staff.
Finally, the writer feels that if the Division of
Physical Development adopts and implement the above sug¬
gested recommendations, it would be able to carry out its
functions more effectively to the citizens of Atlanta.
15 Ibid., p. 118.
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Conclusions
The writer concludes that the problem of a central¬
ized authority was evident in the Division of Physical
Development. The above problem was based on the writer's
internship experience within the Division. This problem
has led to the problem of a lack of delegation of authority
between the Administrator and his staff.
The writer contends that in order to correct the
above problem in the Division of Physical Development, his
recommendations should be adopted and implemented.
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